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Accused No. 7 Sh. Amit Kapoor in person.
Accused No. 8 Sh, Rishi Raj Behl in person.
(Through VC using Cisco Webex App.)

Shri Y. Kahol, learned counsel for accused no.1 submitted that in this case
two important witnesses which should have been examined were not examined by CBL.

The 1* person which should have been examined is Shri Rajendra Prasad
who was SP of CBI and had registered the FIR in question. He had also sought for
sanction to prosecute the public servants.

The 2™ witness which according to the learn
examined in this case is Dy SP SK Kashyai who was {:: ::;:EE‘ E'humd o bee'n

gating officer of this

case for several months and had recorded the statements of various witnesses besid
seizure of documents. | ides
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To substantiate tis sub learned counsel referred to Exhibil

missions, lhe
ting officer of this

SK Kashyap was the invesliga
el pointed out cuttings

cut 1o 24/0811998.
d Shri SK

PWTIF (D-50) which shows hat Shri
erlAugust 1998 The learned couns

of 24/12/1998 has been
Shri Vijay Parkash an

case il December/Septemb
on lhe seizure memo where the date
e signatories on this seizure memo
998 below their signalures.

owards serial number 41 42 and 43 of
led by

Moreover, h
p have pul the date of 5™ of September 1

The learned counsel also pointed |
these 3 identity slips have been concea

Kashya

lhis seizure memo and pointed out that

CBI.
referred to the evidence of PW 35 Shni Natha Prasad

ffice Armapore and seal
sent lo GEQD but the

The learned counsel

Hans to show that the metaliic seal and rubber stamp of Posl O

of Post Office Ammapur were seized during investigation and
reparl was never placed on record. The leamed counsel submitted that it has already

been noticed that the attendance register in \his case was from Post Office Armapur.

The learned counsel further submitted that in this case no statement of

Shri SN Panday who was the postmaster of Post Office Armapur was recorded by the

invesligating officer. He submitted hat when an investigating officer refuses 10 look into

case diary in spite of opportunity before answering the guestion, adverse inference has
to be drawn against him.
The learned counsel also submitted that the investigating officer of this

case was on depulation to CBI from Enforcement Department and was nol a police

officer under section B of the Indian Police Act.
The learned counsel submitted from the evidence of investigating officer

that the 1 notification about theft of KVP's is dated 19/06/1998. He also referred to the
response of the invesligating officer where he answered in affirmative that the Security
Press al Nasik had accepted the genuineness of the KVP's. The learned counsel
submitted that il was not possible for accused no.1 or accused no. 5 to doubt the
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genuineness of the KVP's and =she had depuled a person 1o visil Kanpur to venfy the
KVP's and no faull can be found in her conduct in this regard. The learned counsel
referred 1o a specific question put 1o the investigating officer of this case whether there
was any pecuniary benefit ganed by accused no 5 and the response of the wilness
was (hat there was no such investigation The learned counsel referred 1o the response
of the investigaling officer where he stated that he cannol say whether A5 misused her
official position to benefit accused no. 1 and other accused in this case or not. The
learned counsel submitted that a sword has been hanging on the heads of accused
no.1 and accused no 5 for the last 22 years despite of Ihe facl that the investigating
officer was ncl sure whether A5 had misused her official position. Reference was also
made to the response of Lhe investigating officer where he slated that the report of
GEQD was not placed on record

Learned counsel submitted that PW 43 Ms, Rajshree had denied the
suggeslion of the learned public prosecutor that her statement was recorded by CBI
officer. Still she was asked coun question whether she gave any complaint 1o the court
or any other senior officer of CBI including Director in writing thal her slalemen! had
been wrongly recorded by the 10 Learned counse! submitted when lhe witness had
stated that her statement was not recorded. there was no question for her lo make any

complaint to any senior officer for wrongly recording her slatement. The learned counsel

submitted that the evidence of the wilness showed

thal she had appeared in the court 3
o 4 tmes earlier in this case itsalf In spite of that

a courl observation was made that
the wilness was stated to

be wailing outside the court room by the learned defence
counsel. The learned counsel submitted

that the inference suggested in Ihe coun
question that Lhe

learned defence counsel and the witness had acquaintance
beforehand is wrong and misplaced

Al this stage, learned counsel requested for adjournment 1o conclude his
arguments on 22/06/2020. As requested list now
counsel for accused no 1 on 22/06/2020 at 11 AM.

Let a copy of lhis order be sent by WhatsApp to all the accused and their
l2armed counsels.
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Accused no 6 ang 7 shall al
learmned counsel 1 address the arguments,
Shn M K. Verma
no.Gand 11 through VC on the

S0 inform the court about presence of their

learned counsel shall also ensure presence of accused
nexl date

i

(ARUN BHARDWAJ)
Special Judge (P.C. Act)(CBI-05)
Rouse Avenue District Court,

New Delhl/19.06.2020
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